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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address — 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )KI Responsive to communication(s) filed on 16 May 2008 . 
2a )□ This action is FINAL. 2b)^ This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-10 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) 7-10 is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) 1^6 is/are rejected. 

7) 0 Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) Q The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

20 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3.Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attach ment(s) 

1) ^| Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-41 3) 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3) Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO/SB/08) 5 ) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application 
Paper No(s)/Mail Date 3-21-06 . 6) □ Other: . 
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Election/Restrictions 

1 . Applicant's election with traverse of Group I in the reply filed on 5-16-08 is 
acknowledged. The traversal is on the ground(s) that the contribution of the invention 
as a whole and the content of the claims, interpreted in view of the description was not 
considered. This is not found persuasive because the content of the claims was 
considered and the two inventions are not considered to share the same special 
technical feature because the CLAIMED process does not necessarily make the 
claimed product and therefor does not posses the same special technical features. 

The requirement is still deemed proper and is therefore made FINAL. 

2. The examiner has required restriction between product and process claims. 
Where applicant elects claims directed to the product, and the product claims are 
subsequently found allowable, withdrawn process claims that depend from or otherwise 
require all the limitations of the allowable product claim will be considered for rejoinder. 
AN claims directed to a nonelected process invention must require all the limitations of 
an allowable product claim for that process invention to be rejoined. 

In the event of rejoinder, the requirement for restriction between the product 
claims and the rejoined process claims will be withdrawn, and the rejoined process 
claims will be fully examined for patentability in accordance with 37 CFR 1 .1 04. Thus, to 
be allowable, the rejoined claims must meet all criteria for patentability including the 
requirements of 35 U.S.C. 101, 102, 103 and 112. Until all claims to the elected product 
are found allowable, an otherwise proper restriction requirement between product 
claims and process claims may be maintained. Withdrawn process claims that are not 
commensurate in scope with an allowable product claim will not be rejoined. See MPEP 
§ 821 .04(b). Additionally, in order to retain the right to rejoinder in accordance with the 
above policy, applicant is advised that the process claims should be amended during 
prosecution to require the limitations of the product claims. Failure to do so may result 
in a loss of the right to rejoinder. Further, note that the prohibition against double 
patenting rejections of 35 U.S.C. 121 does not apply where the restriction requirement 
is withdrawn by the examiner before the patent issues. See MPEP § 804.01 . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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4. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

The terminology "the sintered silicon nitride rolling balls" lacks antecedent basis. 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 and 103 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1 ,2,5,6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(e) as being anticipated by 
Komatsu et al (7,056,850). 

8. Claims 1,2,5,6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being anticipated by 



Komatsu et al, JP 2003034581 . 
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JP 2003034581 and US 7,056,850 are equivalents. 

Komatsu et al teach a sintered silicon nitride member including 2-10 mass % of a 
rare earth element, 2-7% MgAI 2 0 4 , 1-10% SiC and 5% or less of one of Ti, Zr, Hf,W, 
Mo, Ta, Nb and Cr. The sintered body has less than 1% porosity a bending strength of 
greater than 900 MPa, fracture toughness of 6.3 MPa/m 2 or more. The claims are 
considered anticipated. 

9. Claims 1 ,3,4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Komatsu (7,056,850 or JP 2003034581 ) further in view of Komatsu (5,439,856). 

Komatsu fails to teach the Fe and ca contents as set forth in claims 3 and 4. 

Komatsu '856 teaches the contents of Fe and Ca are preferably maintained to 
less than .3% to improve the strength and thermal conductivity, see column 4, lines 40- 
68. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to limit the Fe and ca contents in Komatsu JP and '850 to less than .3% 
because Komatsu '856 teaches limiting the Fe and Ca improves sintering, strength and 
thermal conductivity. 

1 0. Claims 1 ,2,5,6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(b) as anticipated by or, in the 
alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over JP 04260669. 

See example 2 in the table on page 410 which exemplifies 3% yttria, 3% 

aluminum spinel, 5% SiC and a density of 99.3%. 

Although the bending strength, fracture toughness and rolling fatigue of claims 5 
and 6 are not disclosed, it is well settled that when a claimed composition appears to be 
substantially the same as a composition disclosed in the prior art, the burden is properly 
upon the applicant to prove by way of tangible evidence that the prior art composition 
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does not necessarily possess characteristics attributed to the CLAIMED composition. In 
re Spada, 911 F.2d 705, 15 USPQ2d 1655 (Fed. Circ. 1990); In re Fitzgerald, 619 F.2d 
67, 205 USPQ 594 (CCPA 1980); In re Swinehart, 439 F.2d 2109, 169 USPQ 226 
(CCPA 1971). 

Double Patenting 

1 1 . Claims 1 ,2,5,6 are rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-4 of U.S. Patent No. 7,056,850. 
Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from 
each other because the scope of the patented claims and the instant claims overlap. 

The patented claims and the instant claims differ in that they do not teach the 
exact same proportions as recited in the instant claims. 

However, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would 

have considered the invention to have been obvious because the compositional 

proportions taught by patented claims overlap the instantly claimed proportions and 

therefore are considered to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. It would have 

been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to select any portion of the disclosed 

ranges including the instantly claimed ranges from the ranges disclosed in the prior art 

reference, particularly in view of the fact that; 

"The normal desire of scientists or artisans to improve 
upon what is already generally known provides the 
motivation to determine where in a disclosed set of 
percentage ranges is the optimum combination of 
percentages", In re Peterson 65 USPQ2d 1379 (CAFC 2003). 

Also. In reGeisler 43 USPQ2d 1365 (Fed. Cir. 1997); In re Woodruff . 16 USPQ2d 1934 

(CCPA 1976); In re Malaaari . 182 USPQ 549, 553 (CCPA 1974) and MPEP 2144.05. 
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12. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

1 3. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Karl E. Group whose telephone number is 571-272- 
1368. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (6:30-4:00) First Friday Off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jerry Lorengo can be reached on 571-272-1233. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Karl E Group/ 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1793 
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